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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-32 are pending. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 30 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

a. As per claim 30, the MSI and COM acronyms are used and in their initial 

use acronyms should be preceded by the phrase or series of words it represents, 

as per standard English grammar. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The claims do not recite a practical application 
by producing a physical transformation or producing a useful, concrete, and tangible 
result. To perform a physical transformation, the claimed invention must transform an 
article or physical object into a different state or thing. Transformation of data is not a 
physical transformation. A useful, concrete, and tangible result must be either 
specifically recited in the claim or flow inherently therefrom. To be useful the claimed 
invention must establish a specific, substantial, and credible utility. To be concrete the 
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claimed invention must be able to produce the same results given the same initial 
starting conditions. To be tangible the claimed invention must produce a practical 
application or real world result. In this case the claims fail to perform a physical 
transformation because the claims are directed to operating on data. The claims are 
useful and concrete, but they fail to produce a tangible result because no result is stored 
on a non-volatile media or, for example, returned to a user. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-3,5-8,12-14,16-22,26,30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the requested resource" in line 8. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination 
it is assumed the Applicant meant "the requested native resource". 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the resource" in line 1 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination it is 
assumed the Applicant meant "the native resource". 

It is noted that references to "the resource", "the requested resource", and similar 
mistakes are made throughout remaining claims. Appropriate correction is requested as 
necessary. 
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Claim 2 recites the limitation "step (b)" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 3 recites the limitation "step (c)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 5 recites the limitation "step (e)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 6 recites the limitation "step (d)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 7 recites the limitation "step (e)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 7 recites the limitation " the system-scoped native resource" in line 3. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation "step (e)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 8 recites the limitation " the system scope " in line 4. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 12 recites the limitation "step (a)" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 13 recites the limitation "step (a)" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 
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Claim 14 recites the limitation "the version of the native resource" in lines 7-8. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of 
examination it is assumed the Applicant meant "the instance of the native resource". 

Claim 16 recites the limitation "step (e)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "step (f)" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 18 recites the limitation "the version of the native resource" in lines 4-5. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of 
examination it is assumed the Applicant meant "the instance of the native resource". 

Claim 19 recites the limitation "the version of the resource" in lines 7-8. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination 
it is assumed the Applicant meant "the instance of the native resource". 

Claim 20 recites the limitation "step (e)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 21 recites the limitation "step (f)" in line 1 . There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 22 recites the limitation "the version of the native resource" in lines 4-5. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of 
examination it is assumed the Applicant meant "the instance of the native resource". 
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Claim 26 recites the limitation "the requesting application" in line 1. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination 
it is assumed the Applicant meant "the requesting process". 

Claim 30 recites the limitation "the function hooking apparatus" in line 1. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of examination 
it is assumed the Applicant meant "the function hooking mechanism". 

Claim 30 recites the limitation "the group of file system operations" in line 1. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. For purposes of 
examination it is assumed the Applicant meant "a group of file system operations". 

Claim 30 contains the trademark/trade name Windows. Where a trademark or 
trade name is used in a claim as a limitation to identify or describe a particular material 
or product, the claim does not comply with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph. See Ex parte Simpson, 218 USPQ 1020 (Bd. App. 1982). The claim scope 
is uncertain since the trademark or trade name cannot be used properly to identify any 
particular material or product. A trademark or trade name is used to identify a source of 
goods, and not the goods themselves. Thus, a trademark or trade name does not 
identify or describe the goods associated with the trademark or trade name. In the 
present case, the trademark/trade name is also used to identify/describe a standard that 
can change overtime and, accordingly, the identification/description is indefinite. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Czaikowski (Patent Number 6,938,247 B2). 

As per claim 1 , Czaikowski teaches 

A method for isolating access by application programs to native resources 
provided by an operating system, the method comprising the steps of: (see abstract and 
background) 

redirecting to an isolation environment comprising a user isolation scope and an 
application isolation scope a request for a native resource made by a process executing 
on behalf of a first user; (fields prone to interference are replicated and isolated for each 
application, column 13, lines 10-18) 

locating an instance of the requested resource in the user isolation scope on 
behalf of a first user; (proper instance accessed based on application identity, column 
13, lines 5-8) 

and responding to the request for the native resource using the instance of the 
resource located in the user isolation scope, (proper instance accessed based on 
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application identity, column 13, lines 1-18; applications may include system services, 
column 12, lines 10-15) 

As per claim 2, Czajkowski teaches 

step (b) comprises failing to locate an instance of the requested resource in the 
user isolation scope, (column 12, lines 22-35) 

As per claim 3, Czajkowski teaches 

step (c) comprises redirecting the request to the application isolation scope, 
(column 12, lines 36-46) 

As per claim 4, Czajkowski teaches 

the steps of: locating an instance of the requested resource in the application 
isolation scope; (column 13, lines 25-30) 

and responding to the request for the native resource using the instance of the 
resource located in the application isolation scope, (column 13, lines 20-30) 

As per claim 5, Czajkowski teaches 

step (e) comprises creating an instance of the requested resource in the user 
isolation scope that corresponds to the instance of the requested resource located in 
the application isolation scope and responding to the request for the native resource 
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using the instance of the resource created in the user isolation scope, (column 12, lines 
19-37) 

As per claim 6, Czajkowski teaches 

step (d) comprises failing to locate an instance of the requested native resource 
in the application isolation scope, (column 13, lines 15-22) 

As per claim 7, Czajkowski teaches 

step (e) comprises responding to the request for the native resource using the 
system-scoped native resource, (column 13, lines 25-30) 

As per claim 8, Czajkowski teaches 

step (e) comprises: creating an instance of the requested resource in the user 
isolation scope that corresponds to the instance of the requested resource located in 
the system scope and responding to the request for the native resource using the 
instance of the resource created in the user isolation scope, (column 13, lines 20-30) 

As per claim 9, Czajkowski teaches 

the step of hooking a request for a native resource made by a process executing 
on behalf of a first user, (column 13, lines 15-22) 



As per claim 1 0, Czajkowski teaches 
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the step of intercepting a request for a native resource executing on behalf of a 
first user, (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 

As per claim 1 1 , Czajkowski teaches 

the step of intercepting by a file system filter driver a request for a file system 
native resource executing on behalf of a first user, (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, 
lines 10-15) 

As per claim 1 2, Czajkowski teaches 

step (a) comprises redirecting to an isolation environment comprising a user 
isolation scope and an application isolation scope a request for a file made by a process 
executing on behalf of a first user, (column 12, lines 19-37) 

As per claim 13, Czajkowski teaches 

step (a) comprises redirecting to an isolation environment comprising a user 
isolation scope and an application isolation scope a request for a registry database 
entry made by a process executing on behalf of a first user, (column 12, lines 19-37) 

As per claim 14, Czajkowski teaches 

the steps of: redirecting to the isolation environment a request for the native 
resource made by a second process executing on behalf of a second user; (column 13, 
lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 
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locating an instance of the requested resource in a second user isolation scope; 
(column 12, lines 48-60) 

and responding to the request for the native resource using the version of the 
native resource located in the second user isolation scope, (column 12, lines 48-60) 

As per claim 15, Czajkowski teaches 

the process executes concurrently on behalf of a first user and a second user, 
(column 11, lines 34-45) 

As per claim 16, Czajkowski teaches 

step (e) comprises failing to locate an instance of the requested resource in the 
second user isolation scope, (column 12, lines 19-37) 

As per claim 1 7, Czajkowski teaches 

step (f) comprises redirecting the request to the application isolation scope, 
(column 12, lines 19-37) 

As per claim 18, Czajkowski teaches 

the steps of: locating an instance of the requested resource in the application 
isolation scope; (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 
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and responding to the request for the native resource using the version of the 
native resource located in the application isolation scope, (column 13, lines 1-18; 
column 12, lines 10-15) 

As per claim 1 9, Czaikowski teaches 

the steps of: redirecting to the isolation environment a request for a native 
resource made by a second process executing on behalf of a first user; (column 12, 
lines 48-60) 

locating an instance of the requested native resource in the user isolation scope; 
(column 12, lines 48-60) 

and responding to the request for the native resource using the version of the 
resource located in the user isolation scope, (column 12, lines 48-60) 

As per claim 20, Czaikowski teaches 

step (e) comprises failing to locate an instance of the requested resource in the 
user isolation scope, (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 

As per claim 21 , Czaikowski teaches 

step (f) comprises redirecting the request to a second application isolation scope, 
(column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 



As per claim 22, Czaikowski teaches 
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the steps of: locating an instance of the requested resource in the second 
application isolation scope; (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 

and responding to the request for the native resource using the version of the 
native resource located in the second application isolation scope, (column 13, lines 1- 
18; column 12, lines 10-15) 

As per claim 23, Czaikowski teaches 

An isolation environment for isolating access by application programs to native 
resources provided by an operating system, the isolation environment comprising: (see 
abstract and background) 

a user isolation scope storing an instance of a native resource, the user isolation 
scope corresponding to a user; (fields prone to interference are replicated and isolated 
for each application, column 13, lines 10-18) 

and a redirector intercepting a request for the native resource made by a process 
executing on behalf of the user and redirecting the request to the user isolation scope, 
(proper instance accessed based on application identity, column 13, lines 1-18) 

As per claim 24, Czaikowski teaches 

the isolation environment further comprises an application isolation scope storing 
an instance of the native resource, (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 



As per claim 25, Czaikowski teaches 
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the isolation environment further comprises a second application isolation scope 
storing an instance of the native resource, (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10- 
15) 

As per claim 26, Czaikowski teaches 

the redirector returns a handle to the requesting application that identifies the 
native resource, (column 13, lines 15-30) 

As per claim 27, Czaikowski teaches 

a rules engine specifying behavior for the redirector when redirecting the request, 
(column 13, lines 10-15) 

As per claim 28, Czaikowski teaches 

the redirector comprises a file system filter driver, (column 13, lines 30-45) 
As per claim 29, Czaikowski teaches 

the redirector comprises a function hooking mechanism, (column 13, lines 30-45) 
As per claim 30, Czaikowski teaches 

the function hooking apparatus intercepts an operation selected from the group 
of file system operations, registry operations, WINDOWS services, MSI services, 
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named object operations, window operations, file-type association operations and COM 
server operations, (column 12, lines 10-15; column 13, lines 30-45) 

As per claim 31 , Czaikowski teaches 

the application isolation environment further comprises a second user isolation 
scope storing a second instance of the native resource, (column 13, lines 1-18; column 
12, lines 10-15) 

As per claim 32, Czaikowski teaches 

the application isolation environment further comprises a second user isolation 
scope storing an instance of the native resource, the second user isolation scope 
corresponding to a second user, (column 13, lines 1-18; column 12, lines 10-15) 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
71 12. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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